We were very interested in the editorial entitled Other men's (and women's)¯owers'
and not only because, being French we love Montaigne, but also because we wish to add some comments of our own.
First, we agree that super¯uous publications are a growing problem, particularly in some highly`fashionable' current research areas, such as leptin or energy density, which provide an abundant, and often redundant number of reviews.
Second, we had planned to write a letter following the excellent Lissner and Heitmann review. 2 This idea was motivated by the omission the authors had made of a publication coming from our laboratory, in which data on the relation between dietary intake and obesity had been examined. 3 We think that this omission was prejudicial to the topic, because this paper was the ®rst to report a positive correlation between energy intake and body mass index (BMI), although the theory of obese`small eaters' was hitherto dominant. In another study, we actually provided some data arguing for underreporting as a cause of the putative`small eaters' paradox. 4 Furthermore, a signi®cant positive correlation between dietary fat (in kJ) and BMI was observed. This correlation disappeared after adjustment for energy intake. Thus, it is the total amount of fat consumed, but not the percentage of energy derived from fat, which was associated with BMI.
This result was of some importance because the main causal factor of the dietary fat-induced BMI increase is supposed to be energy density (in kJ for 100 g of food). 5±7 However, in epidemiological studies, it is the percentage of energy derived from dietary fat (in %kJ) which is regularly analysed, and therefore reported to be associated with BMI. Suprisingly, fat density (in g of dietary fat for 100 g of food) and energy density of the diet seem to be neglected by most authors. This is all the more intriguing because, although the correlation betwen energy density and fat density is strong, in most usual English 5 and French food items, 8, 9 we have observed that the correlation between energy density and percentage of energy from fat was weak and non signi®cant (see Figure  1) . 8, 9 This should encourage searchers to examine more accurately which factors and which mechanisms are involved in the hypothetical dietary fat-induced BMI increase.
Thus, more than the irrefutable similarities between the Lissner and Heitmann 2 and the Golay and Bobbioni 10 reviews, we think that the more worrying problem is that an omission made in the ®rst review, such as the one we discussed, was not recti®ed in the second. We did not write this letter at the time of the ®rst review because we thought it would be too easily interpreted simply as a personal issue. Now, we think that it shows that the persistance of omissions could be considered as a criterion of plagiarism. In conclusion, and to retain the scienti®c terminology, we wish to propose the hypothesis that the mandatory required annual publication density may represent a cause of increased Review Mass Index. 
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